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ABSTRACT 



This document discusses Santa Fe Community College's (SFCC) 
(Florida) five accountability measures. The type of data available provided 
on these measures is as follows: (1) District High School Enrollment Report 

and Retention and Success Rate Report; (2) Associate of Arts Degree Transfer 
Performance in the State University System; (3) Licensure Passing Rate Report 
and Vocational Program Placement Report; (4) College Prep Retention and 
Success Rate Report; and (5) CLAST (College Level Academic Skills Test) 
Performance Report. Data for the measures are collected from the community 
college student database. Highlights of the measures for 1999 include: (1) 

SFCC ranked 11th in the state for grade point average (GPA) performance, with 
74% of associate of arts (AA) students achieving a GPA of 2.5 and above; (2) 
systemwide, 73% of students achieved a GPA of 2.5 and above; (3) retention 
rate for AA students at SFCC was 62%, while the systemwide rate was 63%; (4) 

college prep success rate for reading at SFCC was 62%, while the rate for the 
system was 67%; and (5) college prep success rate for math at SFCC was 45%, 
while the system rate was 46%. (Contains 77 references.) (NB) 



Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made 
from the original document. 
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The purpose of Santa Fe Community College’s (SFCC’s) Institutional Accountability 
Report 2000 is to provide college planners and assessment specialists with the most recent set of 
accountability measures published by the Division of Community Colleges (DCC). Data for the annual 
state accountability measures are extracted from the 28 community colleges’ Student Data Bases which 
are submitted to the DCC on a term-by-term basis. 

The individual college and system-wide accountability data and goals presented in this report 
are based on five outcome measures. These measures and goals are used by the college as a 
benchmark for measuring SFCC’s performance in attaining its goals in comparison to the other colleges 
within the Florida state system. The data contained within each of the performance standards are useful 
for college planning and assessment units as part of their institutional effectiveness processes. The first 
three accountability measures are also published in the Measures of Success section of Santa Fe 
Community College Fact Book 2000-2001. 

Following this Executive Summary, the first section of the Institutional Accountability Report 
2000 the Summary of Accountability Measures Data Types defines and describes how each state 
accountability outcome measure looks at enrollment, retention, success, placement, licensure pass rates 
and academic success. Planners and researchers are encouraged to use these accountability 
performance data to assess programs, outcomes, and objectives. 

The next section of the report presents the Santa Fe Community College/System Wide 
Comparative Summary. This summation of the state data defines each measure and reports on 
SFCC’s performance over the past five years in relation to its individual college and to the system 
goals. These data indicate that SFCC has had good success in meeting most of its accountability goals. 

The Historical Review of Accountability in Postsecondary Education provides the user with a 
research vignette that discusses and defines accountability in education and how it has evolved as the 
major assessment tool within the Florida community college system. 

The Historical Review is followed by the October 2000 District Board of Trustees 
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accountability presentation in which district Board members were briefed on the college’s accountability 
performance. Presented in a slide format, the presentation indicates that the college is doing 
exceptionally well in achieving its individual accountability goals and the community college system-wide 
goals. 

During the past year, the college revised its strategic planning process resulting in the publication 
of Strategic Plan 2000 which is presented in the next section entitled “Accountability and Institutional 
Effectiveness.” This section describes how the SFCC College Planning Council has redirected its 
Institutional Effectiveness process incorporating college-level strategic planning with a five-step model 
for unit planning and assessment. The revised planning process, introduced in the Santa Fe 
Community College Institutional Effectiveness Manual (October 2000) is currently being used by 
college planning units as a guide for assessment and planning. This section is followed by a Glossary of 
terminology, from the DCC website and other sources, which are helpful in understanding and 
interpreting the information present in the reports. 

A complete collection of the detailed state accountability data is provided in the appendix of this 
report. This report complete with appendix and other historical accountability data are available in the 
Institutional Research and Planning Library. 

In conclusion, this report presents data documenting some of the many ways the college is held 
accountable for delivering educational services in innovative, effective, and caring ways. In addition, 
the accountability report affirms the success that the college presently enjoys in delivering these 
educational services while affirming the college’s commitment to deliver these services even more 
successfully in the future. 
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Summary of Accountability Measures 
Data Types 



The Summary of Accountability Measures lists the types of data available in the Accountability 
Measures provided by the DCC. Published annually since 1994, the measures offer a rich source of 
historical information collected from the community college Student Data Base. The description of 
these measures are presented to familiarize the researcher, seeking current and longitudinal 
accountability trends, of the types of information available in the actual report which appears in 
following sections. 

Accountability Measure 1 Part 1 
District High School Enrollment Report 

This measure presents, by college, the number and percentage of 1996-97 in-district public 
high school graduates who enrolled in the community college of their service district. Data are 
presented by degree seeking, non-degree seeking, and total within ethnicity. The ethnic categories 
presented are: 

White non-Hispanic 
Black non-Hispanic 
Hispanic 

Asian/Pacific Islander 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Other and 
Total 

Accountability Measure 1 Part 2 
Retention and Success Rate Report 

This measure tracks the status of Fall 1995, first-time-in-college (FTIC) A. A. and A.S. degree, 
and PSVC certificate seeking students. A. A. and A.S cohorts must have taken an entry level test and 
achieved at least 18 total hours during the tracking period of Fall 1995 through Winter/Spring 1998-99. 
The PSVC cohort must have taken an entry level test and achieved at least 9 total hours during the 
tracking period of Fall 1995 through Summer 1997-98. The data matrices present, by ethnicity within 
college, the number and percent of students’ status by fiill-time/part-time and total status as listed 
below: 



Students Graduating 
Enrolled in Good Standing 
Enrolled not in Good Standing 
Left in Good Standing 
Retention Rate and 
Success Rate 



Accountability Measure 2 

A.A. Degree Transfer Performance in the SUS 

This measure presents the performance of 1997-98 A.A. community college graduates, by 
college, within each of the state universities. The data matrices list community college students’ GPA 
performance by the following categories: 

Below 2.0, 
between 2.0 and 2.5, 
above 2.5, 
above 3.0 and by 
Mean GPA 

The GPA data are presented for: 

College Preparatory 
Non-Preparatory 

Preparatory and Non-Preparatory students combined 
Ethnicity within University by Community College 



Accountability Measure 3 Part 1 
Licensure Passing Rate Report 

This measure depicts the 1997-98 passing rates for vocational programs requiring licensure 
examinations. Data are presented for local programs and by system-wide program rates combined. 
The data list: 

Program CIP Code 

Program Title 

Number of Students Tested 

Number of Students Passed and 

Percent of Test Takers Passing 

The number tested, provided by the Bureau of Professional Regulations, are based on criteria 
which are not standard among the individual programs requiring testing. Therefore, individual colleges 
submit test results based on local level program data which more accurately reflect actual passing rates 
SFCC supplemental data are reflected in the Comparative Summary Chart. SFCC’s individual 
program results in the detail reports are included in a separate chart submitted to the DCC. 



2 




6 



Accountability Measure 3 Part 2 
Vocational Program Placement Report 

This measure lists individual vocational program placement rates (the percent of students 
employed in their field of training) for SFCC and for individual programs system-wide. The data are 
presented for 1996-97students identified in the Student Data Base as program completers or program 
leavers and located through the FETPIP follow-up process. Results are shown by: 

CIP Code, 

Program Title, 

Number in Placement Pool,* 

Number Placed and 
Percent Placed.** 

* The Placement Pool is comprised only of students located by FETPIP. 

** The placement data supplied FETPIP reflects only those completers and leavers that were found to 
be employed in their field of training. The DCC definition for placement includes students continuing 
their education and in the military. Therefore, colleges are allowed to submit local level supplemental 
placements which reflect students continuing their education and in the military. SFCC’s supplemental 
program placement results (which are found in the detail reports) are listed on a separate chart 
submitted to the DCC. 



Accountability Measure 4 Part 1 

College Prep Retention & Success Rate Report 

This measure indicates the pass rates for Fall term 1996-97 degree seeking FTIC students 
needing remediation in reading, writing and/or math to perform college level course work. The data 
presented by ethnicity within the community college are: 

Number of FTIC Degree Seeking Students Taking an Entry Level Test (ELT), 

Number and Percent who Failed the ELT, 

Number ELT Takers who Failed by Type (Reading/Writing/Math). 

Further detail of the data presents pass rates for Reading, Writing and Math. The detail lists: 

Number taking the ELT, 

Number passing the highest level ELT, and 
Percent passing the highest level ELT. 

System wide pass rates are presented for each ethnic category. 
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Accountability Measure 4 Part 2 

College Prep Retention & Success Rate Report 

This measure tracks the retention and success rates of Fall 1995, first-time-in-college (FTIC) 
A.A. and A.S. degree, and PSVC certificate seeking students. A.A. and A.S cohorts must have taken 
an entry level test and achieved at least 18 total hours during the tracking period of Fall 1995 through 
Winter/Spring 1998-99. The PSVC cohort must have taken an entry level test and achieved at least 9 
total hours during the tracking period of Fall 1995 through Summer 1997-98. The data matrices 
present, by ethnicity within college and systemwide, the number and percent of students by Full- 
Time/Part-Time and total status as listed below: 

Students Graduating 
Enrolled in Good Standing 
Enrolled not in Good Standing 
Left in Good Standing 
Retention Rate and 
Success Rate 

Retention is defined as the sum of the number of cohort students who either graduated, are enrolled in 
good standing, or enrolled not in good standing, divided by the total cohort. 

Success is defined as the sum of the number of cohort students who graduated, enrolled in good 
standing, or left in good standing, divided by the total cohort. 



Accountability Measure 5 - CLAST Performance Report 

The measure presents the number and percent of students who attempted and passed the 
Essay, Math, Reading, and Language subsets, or all subsets combined, of the CLAST Examination. 
The cohort is comprised of students from 1 997-98, with 60 or more credits at a particular community 
college (excluding College Prep courses). The data matrices are presented by: 

Ethnicity within the Community College and Systemwide 

Prep Students, Non-Prep Students and Total Students who Attempted and Passed each or all 
subsets of the CLAST Examination 

Institutionally determined alternatives to CLAST are also counted as a “pass.” 



Santa Fe Community College/System Wide 
Comparative Summary 

1999 Accountability Update 













All figures ; 


are in percentages. 








Measure (M) and Part (P)* 


SFCC 


SFC 


SFC 


SFCC 


SFCC 


SFCC 


SYS 


SFCC 


SFCC 


SYS 






1994 


c 


C 


1997 


1998 


1999 


1999 


Ranking 


Current 


Goal 








1995 


1996 










1999 


Goal*** 


2003 


MIP1 


Dist. High School Enrl 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


45.81 


28.10 


1 


N/A 


N/A 


M1P2 


Retention Rate A. A. 


56.29 


59.38 


65.71 


62.48 


61.93 


62.43 


62.84 


11 


57 


70 




Success Rate A. A. 


83.96 


82.79 


82.05 


82.10 


77.27 


78.36 


81.0 


23 


85 


80 




Retention Rate A.S. 


64.49 


52.83 


59.79 


69.01 


75.70 


70.21 


57.36 


5 


65.5 


70 




Success Rate A.S. 


86.23 


83.02 


93.81 


98.59 


99.07 


100.0 


78.82 


1 


87 


80 




Retention Rate P.S.V.C. 


69.57 


90.00 


76.92 


72.73 


100.00 


75.0 


86.71 


20 


80 


70 




Success Rate P.S.V.C. 


86.96 


70.00 


84.62 


72.73 


88.89 


75.0 


83.22 


19 


88 


80 


M2 


GPA Performance A. A. 
2.5 & Above 


74.20 


70.04 


77.97 


67.33 


74.88 


74.72 


72.63 


11 


76 


70 


M3P1 


State Licensure 
Pass Rate ** 


89.50 


91.30 


85.80 


93.90 


98.10 


98.1** 


86.4 


N/A 


90.1 


90 


M3P2 


Vocational Program 
Placement ** 


87.23 


89.63 


88.60 


89.70 


90.60 


93.1** 


74.1 


N/A 


90 


90 


M4P 1 


College Prep Success 
Rate - Reading 


70.46 


69.93 


66.56 


57.39 


54.72 


62.29 


66.89 


21 


72 


65 




College Prep Success 
Rate - Writing 


61.59 


58.52 


51.82 


50.16 


55.13 


51.42 


62.70 


22 


65 


68 




College Prep Success 
Rate - Math 


43.15 


34.46 


30.69 


36.38 


40.38 


45.25 


45.81 


13 


46 


50 


M4P2 


College Prep Retention 
Rate A. A. 


54.97 


60.87 


60.90 


57.72 


57.14 


35.85 


28.17 


6 


63.5 


70 




College Prep Success 
Rate A. A. 


81.46 


76.09 


78.21 


81.88 


75.97 


81.13 


81.5 


21 


84 


75 


M5 


CLAST Performance 
College Prep 


65.70 


65.84 


63.27 


63.85 


60.50 


75.87 


77.3 


19 


68 


68 




CLAST Performance 
Non-College Prep 


89.13 


88.85 


89.35 


85.65 


84.12 


93.27 


92.33 


21 


92 


90 




CLAST Total 
Performance 


77.81 


78.18 


78.05 


76.34 


73.33 


85.29 


84.16 


19 


80 


80 



*Definitions and System Goals for 2003 are attached. 

**Figures represent data from the institution, NOT from the student data base system. 

*** SFCC long-range goal for each measure 

Source: Data from Accountability Data Reports & Forms, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997 & 1998 
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Measures of Accountability Definitions and SFCC Goals 



Measure 1 Part 1 

Definition: 


Enrollment 

The retention measure reflects the number and percentage of Florida public high school graduates who enrolled in 
the community college in their respective district. 


Retention Goal: 


While Santa Fe does not currently have a goal in this particular measure, the high percentage of students who 
enroll and the #1 ranking of Santa Fe relative to other Florida community colleges indicates our success in serving 
high school graduates in our district of Alachua and Bradford counties. 


Measure 1 Part 2 

Definition: 


Retention Rate A.A. 

The retention measure reflects the number of associate of arts degree students, who have earned 1 8 credit hours, 
that were retained or graduated four years after the date of initial enrollment. 


Retention Goal: 


By 2003, to retain or graduate at least 70% of the associate of arts degree students four years after the date of initial 
enrollment. 


Definition: 


Success Rate A.A. 

Similar to the retention measure, the success measure indicates how many associate of arts students, who have 
earned at least 1 8 credit hours, have graduated, were retained in good standing, or left in good standing four years 
after the date of initial enrollment. 


Success Goal: 


By 2003, to graduate, retain in good standing or have left in good standing at least 80% of the associate of arts 
degree students four years after the date of initial enrollment. 


Definition: 


Retention Rate A.S. 

The retention measure assesses the number of associate of science degree students, who have earned at least 18 
credit hours, that were retained or graduated four years after the date of initial enrollment. 


Retention Goal: 


By 2003, to retain or graduate at least 70% of the associate of science degree students four years after the date of 
initial enrollment. 


Definition: 


Success Rate A.S. 

The success measure assesses how many associate of science degree students, who have earned at least 1 8 credit 
hours, have graduated, were retained in good standing, or left in good standing four years after the date of initial 
enrollment. 


Success Goal: 


By 2003, to graduate, retain in good standing or have left in good standing at least 80% of the associate of science 
degree students four years after the date of initial enrollment. 


Definition: 


Retention Rate P.S.V.C. 

The retention measure assesses the number of P.S.V.C. students who were retained or graduated four years after 
the date of initial enrollment. 


Retention Goal: 


By 2003, to retain or graduate at least 70% of the P.S.V.C. students four years after the date of initial enrollment. 


Definition: 


Success Rate P.S.V.C. 

The success measure assesses how many P.S.V.C. students have graduated, were retained in good standing, or left 
in good standing four years after the date of initial enrollment. 


Success Goal: 


By 2003, to graduate, retain in good standing or have left in good standing at least 80% of the P.S.V.C. students 
four years after the date of initial enrollment. 


Measure 2 

Definition: 


GPA Performance A.A. 2.5 & Above 

This measure shows the percentage of students who are below 2.0 GPA, at or above 2.0, at or above 2.5, and at or 
above 3.0. The performance measure addresses students with a 2.5 and above GPA. 


Goal: 


By 2003, to have at least 70% of the associate of arts graduates who have transferred to a state university perform 
at or above 2.5 grade point average. 


Measure 3 Part 1 

Definition: 


State Licensure Pass Rate 

The licensure pass rate measure shows the number of students tested, the number of students passed, and the 
percentage of students who passed the licensure exam for respective vocational programs. The performance 
measure presented is for all vocational licensure programs combined. 


Goal: 


By 2003, to have at least 90% of all students who take licensure exams pass. 
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Measure 3 Part 2 
Definition: 


Vocational Program Placement 

This measure shows the number and percentage of students who completed a program, were found in the Florida 
Education and Training Placement Information Program (FETPIP) pool of employed, and were placed in an 
occupation related to their instruction. The performance measure is a total of all vocational program completers 
combined who were placed in field. 


Goal: 


By 2003, at least 90% of all students who complete a community college program will be successfully placed. 


Measure 4 Part 1 


College Prep Success Rate - Reading 
College Prep Success Rate - Writing 
College Prep Success Rate - Math 


Definition: 


The college preparatory measure shows the number and percentage of FTIC students who tested into and enrolled 
in college preparatory courses who have successfully completed the program within two years. Accountability 
goals are set for each of the three college preparatory areas-reading, writing and math. 


Goal: 


(Reading): By 2003, to have at least 65% of the students who test into college preparatory reading successfully 
complete the program within two years. 

(Writing): By 2003, to have at least 68% of the students who test into college preparatory writing successfully 
complete the program within two years. 

(Math): By 2003, to have at least 50% of the students who test into college preparatory math successfully complete 
the program within two years. 


Measure 4 Part 2 

Definition: 


College Prep Retention Rate A.A. 

The college preparation retention measure indicates the number and percentage of students who successfully 
completed a college preparatory program and have subsequently graduated or who are still enrolled in an associate 
of arts degree program four years after the date of initial enrollment in the A.A. Degree Program. 


Goal: 


By 2003, to retain or graduate at least 70% of the students four years after initial enrollment in the associate of arts 
degree program. 


Definition: 


College Prep Success Rate A.A. 

The success measure shows the number and percentage of college preparatory students who successfully 
completed a college preparatory program and have subsequently graduated or who are retained in good standing 
or who have left in good standing four years after the date of initial enrollment in the A.A. Degree Program. 


Goal: 


By 2003, to graduate, retain in good standing or have left in good standing at least 75% of the associate of arts 
degree students, who successfully completed a college preparatory program, four years after the date of initial 
enrollment. 


Measure 5 


CLAST Performance College Prep 
CLAST Performance Non-College Prep 
CLAST Total Performance 


Definition: 


The CLAST measure shows the number and percentage of students who have completed 60 or more college credits 
at a specific institution who have met the CLAST passing standards. 


Goal: 


(CLAST Performance College Prep): By 2003, to have at least 68% of students who completed a college preparatory 
program and subsequently went on to complete 60 credit hours meet the CLAST standards. 

(CLAST Performance Non-College Prep). By 2003, to have at least 90% of the students who were not in a college 
preparatory program and who have completed 60 credit hours meet the CLAST standards. 

(CLAST Total Performance): By 2003, to have a total (College Prep and Non-College Prep) of at least 80% who have 
completed 60 credit hours meet the CLAST standards. 



Historical Review of Accountability in Postsecondary Education 



"Accountability is a means of judging the effects of policies and programs against a set 
of desired expectations or agreed upon results." (Florida Auditor General, 1993). The purpose 
of accountability is to provide information that allows observers and stakeholders to decide if 
progress is being made toward goals and priorities. Accountability may be viewed as 
externally focused as it provides information that responds to state government, regulatory, or 
licensing agencies. Assessment is internally focused, producing information or data colleges 
use to evaluate priorities and procedures. Assessment may be used to respond to demands for 
accountability (Van de Water, 1994). 

In the 1970's, accountability for higher education emerged as part of a larger 
accountability movement directed toward all kinds of public service organizations (Bowen, 
1974). The impetus for the need to hold institutions of higher education accountable was an 
erosion of confidence in the institutions' ability to produce a relevant, quality product. A 
Nation at Risk, a 1983 report by the U.S. Department of Education, investigated deficiencies 
and led the way for other reports critical of our education system (Parnell, 1990). There was a 
need to be able to assess the results of education and compare those results with costs. 
Accountability was the banner and the means for holding colleges and universities responsible 
(Astin, 1991; Campbell, 1986; Elmore, Abelmann, Fuhrman, 1996), compelling them to show 
that the outcomes they produced were worth the cost. The implication was that "institutional 
efforts should be directed toward appropriate goals and that the outcomes should be consistent 
with these goals and should be achieved at minimum cost." (Bowen, 1974). In this way, 
stakeholders including the public may better appreciate the performance of the institution. In 
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his writing about evaluation of accountability in higher education institutions, Bowen (1974) 
saw the steps to attaining accountability as (1) defining goals in ordered priority, (2) 
identifying and measuring outcomes, (3) comparing goals and outcomes to determine the 
degree to which the goals have been achieved, and (4) measuring the cost. In the 70's and 80's 
assessment efforts were decentralized and institution based. Later, Elmore, Abelmann, and 
Fuhrman (1996) recognized what they named a model of "new educational accountability.” 
This model has three parts: "(1) a primary emphasis on student performance as the basis for 
accountability, sometimes accompanied by other indicators of success; (2) the creation of 
relatively complex systems of standards by which data on student performance are 
compared....; and (3) the creation of systems of rewards and penalties and intervention 
strategies to introduce incentives for improvement." The focus these authors saw with this 
new model was more on results as evidenced by learning for students than on compliance with 
rules. (Elmore, et al, 1996; Nichols, 1997). 

Accountability in the 90's brought state government concerns into the picture in a more 
active and prescriptive way. Public accountability as it related to students, employers, parents, 
and the general public was defined with a set of performance indicators aimed at telling the 
public what had been achieved with their resources (Rupert, 1994). Community colleges have 
been criticized for "their lukewarm responses to calls for greater accountability and improved 
institutional effectiveness measures" (Roueche, 1997). The criticism coincided with increased 
competition for public resources for colleges and universities in the late 1980s and early 1990s 
(Honeyman, 1996). And so, there was a need on the part of institutions of higher education 
and community colleges in particular to regain public trust in what higher education does by 
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being able to define and demonstrate quality, particularly in terms of student learning 
outcomes (Leslie, 1996; Strategic Plan for Graduate Educatioq 1997). 

A report by the Education Commission of the States saw Florida as one of ten states 
leading the development of new accountability policies and procedures (Rupert, 1994). In 
Florida, the legislature has determined the level and definition of accountability for its 
institutions of higher education thereby following a perceived national proliferation of activity 
to create accountability in higher education institutions (Florida Statute 240.324; Van de 
Water, 1994; Day, 1994). 

Accountability in Florida Community Colleges 

Accountability for higher education in Florida originated with and emanates from the 
Florida Legislature (Van de Water, 1994). In 1979 a select group of Florida community 
colleges participated in the implementation of the state Accountability Standards and 
Evaluation Process that had been published by the State Department' of Education. The 
purpose of this process was to study the colleges and so “...provide a framework for 
communication between the community colleges and the State Board of Education, and 
through the State Board to other bodies which have responsibility for community college 
education.” (Florida Statute 230.755). Under Florida Statute 230.755, the State Board of 
Education was required to prescribe minimum standards for community colleges with regard 
to their organization, acquisition, or operation as public community colleges. Local 
community college boards of trustees were directed to use the standards as a basis for 
accountability as part of the responsibility vested in them. (SFCC Board of Trustees, 1980). In 
1979, there were seven accountability standards prescribed by the State Board of Education 
for local boards of trustees to evaluate: 
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1 . Needs Assessment 



2. Student Goals 

3. Personnel Decisions 

4. Equal Opportunity 

5. Program Plan 

6. Program Evaluation 

7. Differentiated Responsibilities 

The 1982 Florida Legislature created a state coordinating board for the community 
college system as a part of the Department of Education. In 1983, the Florida State Board of 
Education introduced an accountability system for all levels of public education, including 
community colleges. Indicators of Educational Excellence were set up to establish annual 
goals for the purpose of achieving standards of excellence. The duties of the State Community 
College Coordinating Board were found in Florida Statute 82-240.305 and the powers of this 
Board were increased in Florida Statute 84-240.311, the Omnibus Education Act of 1984 
(Campbell, 1986). The State Community College Coordinating Board was renamed the State 
Board of Community Colleges in 1984 with monitoring accountability in the community 
colleges one of its primary tasks. The State Board of Education required the State Board of 
Community Colleges to report annually on system progress toward meeting annual goals 
(Burt, 1993). Campbell (1986) observed that legislation produced incremental changes in 
governance that was gradually shifting power over the community colleges from local boards 
to the legislature through "legislative involvement and demands for educational 



accountability. . . 



With an eye toward measuring student outcomes, the College Level Academic Skills 
Project in 1981 designed and developed a sophomore- level testing program, which resulted in 
the College Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST). CLAST has been administered to all 
college sophomores in Florida seeking entry into upper division college as "rising juniors" 
since 1983 (Van de Water, 1994). The test assessed reading, writing, and math skills; the 
principle output indicators for general education. Community college system accountability 
indicators were revised in 1988 to include CLAST and these indicators comprised the 
following: 

?? CLAST Scores 

?? Findings of Follow-Up Studies of Graduates 

?? Licensure Examinations of Graduates 

?? Community Economic Development reflected in enrollments in vocational 
education programs as a percent of district population over 1 8 years of age. 

?? Quality of Life, quantified by enrollments in college prep, adult basic and 
secondary, lifelong learning and recreation and leisure as a percent of district 
population over 18 years of age (Burt, 1993). 

During the 1 99 1 legislative session, the Florida state legislature continued its pursuit of 
accountability in a more directive way, passing the "Community College Accountability 
Process Act" (Florida Statute 240.324, 1991). In this statute, state legislators decreed that "the 
State Board of Community Colleges and the community coljege boards of trustees shall 
develop and implement a plan to improve and evaluate the instructional and administrative 
efficiency and effectiveness of the State Community College System" (Tyree, 1995). To 
accomplish this a state implementation committee identified five new measures of 
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accountability in 1992 to address the legislature's chief issues of concern (Hellmich, 1993). 
Current data supporting these outcome measures are published annually by the State Board of 
Community Colleges and are the basis for the state accountability plan which the legislation 
also stipulated would be used to evaluate the performance of the president of each of the 28 
Florida community colleges. The State Board of Community Colleges was required by the 
1991 statute to report annually on the achievement of the educational accountability measures 
with full implementation of this new accountability process by December, 1994 (Burt, 1993). 

The 1994 Accountability Plan for Florida was the first instrument of compliance with 
the 1991 accountability legislation and it established goals and processes in a way that 
provides for the "systematic, ongoing improvement and assessment of the quality and 
efficiency of the State Community College System" (Florida Statute 240.324, 1991). And so 
the data associated with these measures has been available to the colleges for use in their own 
planning and accountability processes. 

The Florida Community College System Accountability Reports, (which are published 
in this report), were first published beginning in 1994 as compilations of accountability 
performance measures based on data submitted by each of the community colleges. 
Postsecondary Education Planning Commission (PEPC) review of 1996 concluded that, "To 
the extent that existing accountability measures are reflected in either performance- based 
program budgeting, or incentive funding procedures or are used for some other institutional 
purpose, they should continue to be required on a statewide basis." (FCCS Accountability 
Report, 1996). 

The 1996 PEPC report also concluded that the state accountability measures had been 
incorporated as part of college institutional effectiveness planning processes at each of the 28 
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Florida community colleges and the colleges were using them as assessment tools (FCCS, 
1996). 

Santa Fe Community College makes the data associated with the state accountability 
measures available to its Institutional Effectiveness planning/assessment units annually. This 
edition of Santa Fe Community College Institutional Achievement, 2000 Accountability Report 
is one vehicle for presenting the data. The data is also presented annually in the October 
accountability presentation for the Santa Fe Board of Trustees. The reports and accountability 
data are available in the Institutional Research and Planning Library. 
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Accountability and Institutional Effectiveness 



"Statewide planning for the community college system is the domain of the Florida 
State Board of Community Colleges (SBCC). Institutional planning is the responsibility of 
each community college within the sjstem." (Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee, 1994; 
Florida Statute 240.324, 1999). 

Recognizing the need for consistency between statewide and institutional planning, 
the SBCC recommended in the 1 993 Community College Statewide Master Plan, that a 
method be determined to link these planning processes by means of an Institutional 
Accountability Planning and Reporting Process. In 1994, the Planning and Evaluation 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Accountability and Effectiveness published a guide, 
which laid out specific statewide accountability planning procedures for the colleges to 
ensure consistency and completeness. The SBCC presented this system-wide accountability 
plan to the governor and the legislature that was based on the college accountability plans 
and also reflected a degree of self- accountability or independence for the colleges. This 
process of using college accountability plans and Student Data Base data to generate a 
systemwide accountability plan lasted for three years (1994-1996). The last required college 
accountability plan was submitted to the State Board in 1996. However, the colleges have 
continued to use the data, to varying degrees, for their individual Institutional Effectiveness 
planning and assessment. 

Institutional effective ness is the systematic approach to assess how well and to what 
extent the Institution performs its mission and achieves its goals. Institutional effectiveness 
planning is based on learning outcomes or performance accountabilites. SACS Criteria state 
that institutional effectiveness is a very important element for accreditation, but does not 
prescribe a single conceptual interpretation of Institutional Effectiveness. SACS does make 
it clear that Institutional Effectiveness should be expressed as a broad-based system, 
appropriate to the purpose and context of the college. The purpose of Santa Fe Community 
College is expressed well in the Santa Fe Community College Strategic Plan 2000 which is 
presented at the end of this report section. 
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SACS Criteria Section 3.1 covers planning and evaluation for instructional programs . 
It states that colleges are to evaluate the extent to which educational goals are being achieved 
and use the results of these evaluations to improve educational programs, services and 
operations. SACS Criteria Section 3.2 covers planning and evaluation for administrative and 
educational support services. It states that for each administrative and educational support 
service unit, the college must develop and implement procedures to evaluate the extent to 
which unit goals are achieved; and use the results to improve services. 

To ensure Santa Fe Community College is in compliance with SACS Institutional 
Effectiveness requirements and to provide a framework for program quality improvement, 
the College Planning Council (CPC) was formed and appointed by President Tyree in 
January 2000. The College Planning Council is charged with the responsibility for 
developing and maintaining the college institutional effectiveness process. The Council’s 
main product in 2000 was Strategic Plan 2000. To demonstrate institutional effectiveness in 
an accountable way, SFCC’s institutional effectiveness process blends strategic planning at 
the college level with unit level planning and assessment. On the college level, strategic 
planning develops the college’s Mission Statement and Goals, which are reviewed on a five- 
year cycle. The Strategic Initiatives for the College Goals are defined and evaluated 
annually. On the unit level (the heart of the institutional effectiveness process), annual 
planning, assessment, and use of assessment results are conducted to improve education 
outcomes and support services for education. The annual cycle for the unit institutional 
effectiveness process is a five-step process described in the Santa Fe Institutional 
Effectiveness Manual. This annual unit process includes an annual college assessment report 
that includes feeder reports from each of the college’s institutional effectiveness units. 
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MISSION/VISION 

Adding value to the lives of our students and enriching our community 

VALUES 

Santa Fe Community College is a dynamic, innovative learning community committed to 

♦ Academic excellence, academic freedom, and intellectual pursuit 

♦ Individual and social responsibility 

♦ Honesty, integrity, and civility 

♦ Cultural diversity and equity 

♦ Collaboration with our community 

♦ Open access 

♦ Life long learning 

♦ Assessment, accountability, and improvement 



GOALS 



♦ Outreach and Access 

Identify \ assess, and meet community needs to promote open access to the college. 

♦ Delivery Alternatives 

Assess student needs and outcomes and create innovative and flexible learning opportunities. 

♦ Educational Programs 

Provide learning opportunities and academic support to ensure the highest levels of academic 
performance. 

♦ Workforce Development 

Provide student-centered workforce programs in collaboration with local employers and economic 
development agencies. 

♦ Human Resources 

Recruit, develop, assess, and retain quality full and part-time faculty and staff. 

♦ Technology 

Provide information technology systems and infrastructure to support the college’s mission. 

♦ Resources 

Develop, obtain, and allocate the necessary resources to implement the college ’s mission. 



Clustered with each of these goals are associated Initiatives, which have been derived from 
issues by the College Planning Council at the March 2000 retreat and refined at later meetings. 
These Initiatives will be defined in more detail in Fall 2000 to include cost and implementation 
features . This part of the Strategic Plan will he reviewed every 5 years. 



O 

ERIC 



21 






Goals & Initiatives 



OUTREACH & ACCESS j 

Identify \ assess , and meet community needs to promote open access to the college. 

♦ Serving communities in Alachua and Bradford counties. 

♦ Aligning educational offerings with area high schools. 

♦ Maintaining access for all students. 

♦ Playing a significant role in social services in light of welfare reform and the trend toward privatization. 

♦ Assessing college programs in the light of local community needs. 

♦ Promoting awareness of the college globally. 

♦ Providing support services to ensure student success. 



DELIVERY ALTERNATIVES 

Assess student needs and outcomes and create innovative and flexible learning opportunities. 

♦ Rethinking teaching and learning processes in the light of information technology. 

♦ Partnering with other community colleges in the State for mutual benefit. 

♦ Increasing learning options that are consistent with quality education. 

♦ Scheduling to meet the needs and preferences of students. 



EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM S | 

Provide learning opportunities and academic support to ensure the highest levels of academic performance. 

♦ Reconsidering the general education core for the learning needs of the 21 st Century student. 

♦ Improving performance and results in all program areas including student retention and completion. 

♦ Assessing educational programs to encourage academic excellence. 

♦ Improving the graduation rates for all program areas. 



WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT J 

Provide student-centered workforce programs in collaboration with local employers and economic development agencies. 

♦ Assessing AS/workforce programs in the light of local economic needs to determine which programs to build up and which to de-emphasize. 

♦ Addressing the decline in health care enrollments. 

♦ Exploring creative partnerships with local business and industry for mutual benefit. 

♦ Adapting to professional regulatory changes. 

♦ Playing a significant role in job creation, development and placement in Alachua and Bradford counties. 

♦ Increasing service to business and industry through non-credit programs. 



HUMAN RESOURCES ___ 

Recruit, develop, assess, and retain quality full and part-time faculty and staff 

♦ Offering mind/body wellness programs for students, faculty and staff. 

♦ Ensuring the recruitment of top-notch faculty and staff as current faculty and staff retire. 

♦ Growing college leaders through a comprehensive leadership development program. 

♦ Determining and implementing a target mix of part-time and full-time faculty by department. 

♦ Providing continuous training and development for faculty and staff development to take full advantage of information technology and other professional 
development opportunities. 

♦ Improve working conditions, pay and professional development for part-time faculty. 



TECHNOLOGY 

Provide information technology systems and infrastructure to support the college ’s mission. 

♦ Providing on-line access to student services such as self- registration and fee payment. 

♦ Rethinking college processes in the light of emerging information technology. 

♦ Providing information technology systems and network infrastructure sufficient to support the college’s mission. 

♦ Determining what the college should do in relation to the Internet. 

♦ Providing access to information for planning and assessment. 

RESOURCES 

Develop, obtain, and allocate the necessary resources to implement the college ’s mission. 

♦ Securing legislative support and funding for the college’s mission and vision. 

♦ Raising private funds to support the college’s mission and vision. 

♦ Providing facilities that keep pace with changes in programs and technology. 

♦ Assessing potential grants for financial viability and alignment with the college’s mission and vision. 
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Glossary 



Accountability - Liability for something of value either contractually or because of one’s 
position of responsibility. 

Accreditation - Certification by an official review board that specific requirements have 
been met, such as institutional accreditation by the Southern Association of Colleges and 
Schools. 

Articulation - The bringing together of the various parts of the educational system to 
facilitate the smooth transition of students through the system. 

Board of Trustees - The corporate body of persons appointed by the governor as the local 
governing board for a community college. 

College Preparatory - Preparatory instruction for students to enroll in college credit 
instruction. 

District - The geographical area served by a community college, which ranges from one 
to six counties. 

Dual Enrollment - Enrollment in two institutions at the same time, such as a college and 
a high school or two colleges. 

First Time in College - A student attending a college for the first time with no credit 
toward a degree or formal award from any other institution who is enrolled in a course in 
an instructional area that leads to a degree or certificate. 

General Education - Basic liberal education in communications, mathematics, natural 
sciences, social sciences, and humanities. 

Lower Division — College freshman and sophomore level. 

Native Student - A student who started as a freshman and remained in the same 
institution, as opposed to a transfer student. 

Placement and Follow-Up - The system for tracking vocational program graduates to 
determine their placement (employment) and job performance in order to evaluate the job 
preparatory programs from which they graduated. 

Placement Rate - The percentage of job preparatory program graduates who find jobs 
that use the skills acquired in the job preparatory programs, who enter the military, or 
who continue postsecondary education. 
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Preparatory Instruction - Instruction to remedy deficiencies in knowledge and skills 
necessary upon entry into a degree or certificate program. 

Program Review - The periodic review of community college instructional programs. 

One level is the annual review of program- specific data by the individual colleges and the 
State Board of Community Colleges. A second level is a more extensive review by the 
individual colleges. A third level is a statewide review by the State Board of Community 
Colleges based on statewide issues. 

Transfer Student - A student who attended one or more colleges as a regular student in 
addition to the one in which currently enrolled, as opposed to a native student. 

Vocational Certificate - The award for satisfactory completion of a job preparatory 
program of noncollege- level courses. 
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